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This paper is in response to the Official Action dated October 8, 2002. 



Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested for the following reasons: 

1. Rejection of Claims 1 Under 35 USC S102fb) in view of U.S. Patent No. 3.96L864 
(Papst) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed on the grounds that the Papst patent fails to 
disclose or suggest a rotation shaft support structure comprising a single support member, as 
claimed, in which an annular wall of the support member faces a radial surface of the rotation 
shaft for supporting the rotation shaft, as claimed, and which is separate from a sealing member 
for the shaft tube. 

According to the Examiner, the claimed "sealing member" corresponds to housing base 
4 of Papst, the claimed "single support member" corresponds to element 90, the claimed "resting 
portion of the support member" corresponds to element 91, as shown in Fig. 5, and the claimed 
"annular wall" corresponds to the inner wall of shoulder 95. However, the alleged sealing 
member 4 does not provide any sealing function, while member 90 of Papst provides both a 
sealing and support function, while providing only axial and not radial support. 
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With respect to the radial support function, the inner wall of collar 96 of Papst fails to 
'Jace a radial portion of the shaft for supporting the rotation shaft,' as claimed. Instead, 
member 90 is actually a sealing member, with the rotation shaft of Papst being supported only 
by the surface 91, and not by the annular wall of shoulder 96. Nowhere does the Papst patent 
disclose that collar 96, which is made of the same elastic material as shoulder 95, provides a 
radial support function for the shaft itself. To the contrary, collar 96 is depicted as being spaced 
from shaft 20, and as facing only the tapered end of the shaft, against which it could not possibly 
provide a radial support function. 

With respect to the sealing member, the Examiner will note that claim 1 specifically 
recites both a "seal member" and a "single support member." In particular, claim 1 recites: 

A rotation shaft support structure of a motor, comprising: 

a shaft tube, having an inner wall provided with at least one bearing in 
which a rotation shaft may be rotated; 

a seal member, made of metallic material and securely combined with 
one end of the shaft tube; and 

a single support member, made of a wear resistant non-metallic 
material mounted in the one end of the shaft tube, and supported by the seal 
member, the support member having a resting portion which has an integral 
periphery provided with an annular wall adapted to face a radial surface of the 
rotation shaft for supporting the rotation shaft while one end of the rotation 
shaft rests on the resting portion. 

According to Papst, this sealing function is provided not by housing base 4, but by the 
alleged support member 90. As explained in col. 5, lines 50 et secj. of the Papst patent, the 
pui-pose of element 90 is to provide both a seal between bearing sleeve 3 and the base of the 
motor housing, and to provide support for the bottom of the shaft. To accomplish this, a 
shoulder 95 of member 90 is positioned between bearing sleeve 3 and/or flange 5 and elastically 
deformed by tightening screw 16, thereby forming a seal and counteracting "the sagging of 
bottom 92 under the weight of the assembly." 

Element 4 of Papst, on the other hand, is simply the base of the fan housing, which is not 
sealed, and which is not securely combined with the base of the shaft tube. The only sealing for 
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the end of the shaft of Papst is provided by sealing member 90. Element 4 of Papst cannot 
reasonably be interpreted as a seal because, unlike member 90, element 4 is not pressed between 
two elements to prevent ingress of air or liquid. Furthermore, element 4 of Papst cannot 
reasonably be interpreted as being securely combined with the base of the bearing member 
("shaft tube"), because resilient sealing member 90 is positioned between the base of bearing 
member 3 and element 4. It is respectfullv submitted that, in order to form a seaK there must be 
a passage that needs to be sealed. Member 90 seals the passage between the based of the bearing 
sleeve 3 and housing base 4. Housing base 4 of Papst performs no such sealing function. 
Therefore, the Papst patent cannot reasonably be interpreted as disclosing both a sealing member 
for the shaft base, and a single support member, as claimed, much less a single support member 
that supports the shaft in both an axial and a radial direction. 

In addition to citing Fig. 3, the Examiner cites col. 5, lines 48-50 in support of his 

interpretation of housing member 4 as a "sealing . . . member securely combined with one end 

of the shaft tube.'' However, col. 5, lines 48-50 of Papst simply states that: 

This gap s constitutes the maximum permissible sag, since in such an 
extreme case, the extension 93 contacts, in the assembled condition, the metal 
plate 4 in the plane 94. 

This is hardly a teaching that element 4 of Papst serves as a sealing member, or that it is 
combined with the end of the bearing shaft in the manner claimed. 

In summary, the claimed invention provides a sealing member and support member, the 
support member providing both radial and axial support, whereas Papst discloses a combined seal 
and support member, the support member providing only axial support, as indicated by the 
following table: 



Papst 


Claimed 


1. Combined Sealing/Support Member 

2. Axial Support Only 


1. Separate Sealing and Support Members 

2. Support Member Provides Both Axial 

and Radial Support 
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Because the Papst patent does not disclose all elements recited in claim 1, withdrawal of 
the rejection under 35 USC § 102(b) is respectfully requested. 

2. Re iection of Claims 1. 2. 4. and 7 Under 35 USC §103(a ^ in view of U.S. Patent Nos. 
4.517.480 rMullert and 3.961.864 (Papst) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed on the grounds that the Muller patent, like the 
Papst patent discussed above, fails to disclose or suggest a one piece sealing member that 
provides both axial and radial support, as claimed. 

The support member of Muller is planar, and therefore cannot possibly include an annular 
wall of the type claimed, while the annular wall of Papst is part of a sealing member that 
provides only axial and not radial support for the shaft. As a result, it is respectfully submitted 
that neither the Muller patent nor the Papst patent, considered individually or in any reasonable 
combination, could possibly have suggested all of the features of the claimed invention, and 
withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4, and 7 under 35 USC § 103(a) is respectfully 
requested. 

3. Reiection of Claims 5 and 6 Under 35 USC $103(a ) in view of U.S. Patent Nos. 
4.517.480 (Muller). 3.961.864 (Papst). and 5.982.064 rUmeda) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed on the grounds that the Umeda patent, like the 
Muller and Papst patents, fails to disclose or suggest a one piece sealing member that provides 
both axial and radial support, as claimed. Instead, while Umeda' s support member may have a 
cup or bowl shape, no part of it is "annular." As a result, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 
5 and 6 under 35 USC § 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

4. Reiection of Claim 3 Under 35 USC S 103(a) in v iew of U.S. Patent Nos. 4,517,480 
(Muller). 3.961.864 (Paost '864). and 3.777. 191 (Paost '191) 

This rejection is respectfully traversed on the grounds that the Papst ' 191 patent, like the 
Muller patent, discloses a planar support member without an integral annular wall, as claimed. 
Since Papst '864 also does not disclose the claimed annular radial-support wall, no combination 
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of the Muller, Papst '864, and Papst '191 patents, whether considered individually or in any 
reasonable combination, could have suggested the claimed invention, and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claim 3 under 35 USC § 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Having thus overcome each of the rejections made in the Official Action, expedited 
passage of the application to issue is requested. 



Date: January 2, 2003 

BACON & THOMAS, PLLC 
625 Slaters Lane, 4th Floor 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

Telephone: (703) 683-0500 



Respectfully submitted, 



BACON & THOMAS, PLLC 




By: BENJAMIN E. URCIA 
Registration No. 33,805 



NWB.S:V<n<<l1lCl:I^^al\l■cnd■l1g A...II\li\ilOKNO 02')271Vi02.w|hI 



5 



